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ABSTRACT

AUTHOR: James V. Young, LTC(P), SigC

TITLE: A Realistic Approach to the US-Japan Alliance

FORMAT: Essay

DATE: 1 December 1984 PAGES: 20 CLASSIFICATION: Unclassified

0 9United States strategic interests in Asia and the Pacific have grown
substantially and will continue to grow in the future. Central to the
continued prosperity and security of the area is the viability of the US-Japan
alliance. This essay examines that alliance in terms of overall Japanese
• policy, to include domestic political constraints, the one percent of GN
defense spending barrier, and a slow but steady trend toward increased
Japanese security awareness over the past decade. It concludes that there are
several avenues available which, if pursued, will increase the effectiveness
of US-Japan defense cooperation while avoiding the difficult domestic and
.ti.ateal issues which would be raised by a remilitarized Japan. T7-e •..s-e

a.-en- es Include an approach which deemphasizes pressures on Japan to increa:e
.... er.. spedng but encourages force improvement, expanded roles and a . ."-.

f: :-.:e Japan Self Defense Force (JS4), increased -cint and ::x.ri
t. :n_.. and expanded technological exchan-e. The essa crnci:.[ " -
S.:-statial improvements in JSDF capabilities must be addressed in a

multi-ateral context in order to reach the fall potential of the "--.
alliance.
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In July, 1984, Secretary of State George Schultz began a speech' to tle

Honolulu Council on Foreign Relations with the following words:

To understand the future, you must understand the Pacific.
I ca.e to this conclusion in the course of many trips to
tsia and the Pacific as a private citizen. And five trips
to the region as Secretary of State have strengthened my
conviction. In economic development, the growth of free
institutions, and in growing global influence, the Pacific
is increasingly where the action is. As important as it
was a few years ago, it is more important today. And it
will be even more so tomorrow.1

This statement reinforced what most knowledgeable observers had already

recognized, that US strategic interests in Asia now were at least equal in

L-portance to those in Europe.

It is in a way difficult to understand why American foreign policy had

taken so long to come to the view that the Pacific is indeed..."where the

action i T." Invest'cent and trade, considered by many to be the !n:-t

e re-lei-ton of national strategic interest, have been grc.inr by

- . a-. bounds. United States trade with East Asia al,.e h" -

greater than with all of Western Europe combined for several years, and

showed a growth rate last year of 8 percent, as compared to a world-wide

2 -l_

average of 1/2 of 1 percent. Gross national products throughout the

nations of Asia have increased at an astonishing rate in the past few

ve''.s, and the economic success stories of Japan., the Republic of Korea,

7i :'. e, an Taiwan are by now well known.

A erican diplomacy can justifiably claim significant improvements in

our political relationships with most of Asia in the past decade. Since

the fall of Vietnam and a short-lived perception among some allies that US

commitments in Asia were receding, our political ties have actually become

even stronger. Relations with China are stable and appear to be

concentrating on areas where we have common and mutually reinforcing

.......... . .. .." ." " ." " ."."".".'%"". "'... . . .. . . . . . . . . . . ."... .-. '-.'.. ..- '.""".. . ... "-... .".-.. ." '. .".. .. '..".".. . . . . . . "." ..'



interests, such as trade agreements and important (if still careful and

circunspect) discussions and visits regarding security matters. The US and

China have officially recognized that while their social, politial and

* economiic systens may differ, they nonetheless share many similar values and

aspirations. Chinese-American relations appear to be growing stronger

* across the board on almost a daily basis.

Korea, always a close friend and ally, has become even more so. The

Korean economy continues to boom, with real GNP increases of 5.6 percent in

1982, 9.3 percent in 1983, and 8.6 percent in 1984. 3  On the political

side, 7resident Chun has made several important trips abroad, to include

becomaing the first Korean Head of State to pay an official visit to Japan.
I..

These visits and the continuing Korean economic miracle have played an

_ =t.a . role in increasing national sel.'-Con;dernce and stability.

- -!:ses of conten.tion between- the US and Korea are ,i'nt r in

-&t -e, and are z•ostly related to trade oqotas, the cf f..

military sales credits, or similar "routine" issues.

In Southeast Asia, the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)

continues to play an important and expanding role in the development of the

region. The credit for the success of ASEAN deservedly goes to each of its

r. Tb er nations of Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, Thailand, the

-..- -.. s and its newest menber, Brunei. The 1S has ercouragel A

initiatves at almost every opportunity however, and our cooperation,

political support, and trade links with ASEAN have been a significant

factor in its success.

In the South Pacific, the Australia, New Zealand, and United States

Treaty (ANZUS) continues to survive and prosper as an important component

of our Asian network of alliances. Our mutual commitments to democratic

2
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-' vern'.ents and open trade will ensure continued str-ng relations in th-.-

area in the future. in sum, our overall relations with the nations l t -.-

Asia-P.cific area are excellent.

Econornic projections, international demographics, and our broad-base-''

system of security alliances ensure that Asia and the Pacific will play an.

increasingly important role in US strategy in the years to cone. Japan,

with the world's second highest GNP, a highly literate and technically

sophisticated population of over 120 million, and the most advanced

industrial and scientific base in Asia, is clearly the keystone to

successfully implementing American policy in the area. This strategic

importance has been emphasized again and again by senior American officials

and has been described as..."one of the most important in the world."
4

ra- -i 'na-, the " S-Japan relationship has -enter'ed on econc:it -c

.e - w.th our continuing twe .. '.a e a- ' ,li k-'.1n, _-''

, c:--e . of fa:.r ::.arketing practices and th'e tltr.:.t . . :

protectionism are common newspaper fare. It is only in the past five years

or so that the security relationship, and particularly Japan's contribution

to it, has come under growing scrutiny. As a result, pressure has

intensified for Japan to do more. This has resulted in at least modest

-"creases i.- the Japanese defense budget, sm.,e qo.uIitative improve:nents in

. -. e f-Defense Force (JSDF) weapons anrd etuipr-tnt, an! '

p2b!1 dialogue in Japan concerning the security issue. In tern,,s of

realistic and quantifiable increases in the Japanese contribution to Asian

security however, most observers would concede that there has been little

actual progress. It would appear that the present approach of steady

pressure on the Japanese to "do more" is not achieving the type of quantum

increase in Japanese capabilities which most American policymakers and many '

.21 -..



Japanese would like to see. Indeed, the future size, capabilities, rol,-:

and r:issions of an improved self-defense force are issues with hi,_

neither the US nor the Japanese have fully cane to a satisfactor:

aree.nent; yet each side realizes the necessity to expand and coorinate].

our combined capabilities in the security arena. An unemotional evaluation

of the strengths, weaknesses, and appropriate roles which each of us can

most effectively play will ensure that this relationship achieves its full

potential.
Any analysis of the role which Japan should play in the defense of Asia

must consider the special circunstances of Japanese security policy.

Following the disaster of World War II and the subsequent imposition of the

US-drafted constitution, Japan was effectively demilitarized.

pcirica!l y, Article 9 of the Constitution has significantly lLnited the

"loybility of Japan's defense policy. 74:is art-cle states:

rispiring sincerely to an internati.r-;?.! -eace ased on -

.... ce and order, the Japanese peo-'e fever renmiznce
war as sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use

of force as means of settling international disputes.
In order to accomplish the aim of the preceding

paragraph, land, sea and air forces, as well as other war
potential, will never be maintained. The right of
belligerency of the state will not be recognized.

5

Subsequent events and interpretations of this docunent have'resulted in a

D wide oead acceptance of Japan's right to legiti. ate self-defense, hove - .-

* aidshenaintains ground, air, and sea forces for this p.'rce

signficant comnponents of Japanese defense policy include:

- Non-nuclear policy: Japan will not possess, manufacture, or pernit

introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan.

- Restrictions on deployment of military forces on overseas missions.

-- Training missions have traditionally been exempt from these restrictions.

)4
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Derinitive administrative steps, to include formal deliberat-. ns t: he

Japanese Diet, on matters concerning formation of defense forc. r. a

practical matter, this tends to constrict rapid and dynamic change c? any t;pe

within the self-defense forces.

From these basic policy parameters, there has grown a general budgetary

rule of thumb which restricts Japan's defense budget to less than one percent

of the overall gross national product. This restriction, while not required

by law, has nonetheless taken on an important psychological character in the

context of the Japanese defense debate. Many knowledgeable observers believe

that violation of this self-imposed ceiling would result in such an

exacerbation of the defense issue as to nullify any potential gains realized

by the increased spending. Indeed, even those in the Japanese governent who

t*_'n to favor sirificantly increased defense ,;panding are wary of breF-h'-Z

t;.e e : er eet ceiling, believing that surih an event [-ht tr,-* a .

-~e._ o. p t4.. backlash. This could > t-" the r~ten.'il 'r e

ruling Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) their already slim majority in the Diet,

which would have adverse consequences for any continued US initiatives

designed to promote increases in JSDF capabilities. Arguments that the one

percent barrier is a self-imposed "convenience," while not totally without

-- it, tend to overlook the legitinate political difficulties that breach of

I -ortant sychobogfcal barrier might cause.

When analyzed on the surface, it seems clear that Japan's defense po-_.v

unfairly constrains her military capabilities and that she is not "doing

enough." Yet a closer analysis would seem to indicate that this conventional

wisdom may not be totally accurate. Japan's defense spending record for

example, shows a 79 percent increase between 1971 and 1980, compared to only a

20 percent increase in combined NATO spending during the same period. 6 An

5
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infc.-nation paper published by the Japanese &,bassy in Washington pr,--.".es

sony.e interesting figures:

Today, the size of the defense budget of Japan ranks
Eth in the world, 4th among the allies of the United
States, and 3rd among countries which do not possess
nuclear capabilities. As a senior Department of Defense
official testified before Congress, the Self-Defense Forces
of Japan have to come to possess, for example, "50
destroyer type vessels, over twice as many as the U.S.
Seventh Fleet" and "approximately 400 tactical fighter
aircraft, more than the Republic of Korea's Air Force or
the U.S. Air Force has in Japan, in the ROK, and in the
Philippines combined." Japan is now "the strongest
non-co nunist country militarily in all the Asian-Pacific
area" after the United States. 7

.Th. Japanese also make substantial other contributions to the overall

security picture in Asia. Important US military facilities are located in

Japan, to include Yokota, Iwakuni, and Misawa airbases, the naval base at

u:a ... (hepzrt for the USS Midway), and the Ary'S Canp a. .Za'na k , n

dpots, and retrograde' fp cilies in nd e

"-2 .rtant in the event of hostilltes in Kor'. " ,.;:.n- ;

substantial contribution to the support of US forces assigned to Japan. Tie

governent of Japan contributes over one billion dollars annually to the cost

of these US forces, which number about 46,000. This averages out to over

$21,000 per American serviceman; by comparison, the Federal Republic of

F?) contributes about t5400 per serviceian or rughly one-four.h

t" t 1 ... Zanese so /eten :vil further 7oint oit t--t the "c'-. t

of G':P" figure is somewhat misleading. he Japanese GINP is, after a'., e

second largest in the world, and one percent is a significant amount in reil

monetary terms. The Japanese use different accounting procedures tian

ourselves, and such expenses as certain R&D costs, pensions, and other

personnel expenditures are not included in the one percent figure. Defense

spending over the last ten years has increased at an average of seven percent

6



per year, more than twice the rate of NATO, (which strives for, b,.z d .,-nt

aiway:s reach, a standard of three percent). Japan is also very ac,*v- the

eccno .:c and developmental assistance arena, especially in count:-ias v--h
have security probleas and correspondingly large defense expenditl:es. .'=ny

' of these are countries where the US often has difficulty providing suffic- -t

aid. Examples are: the Republic of Korea, which has benefited from a

substantial influx of Japanese capital at low interest rates; Pakistan, where

aid has significantly increased since the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan;

Egypt, where the strong pro-Israel lobby tends to impose a ceiling on US aid;

and Turkey, wher'e political problems continue to prevent the US fro providi ;g

adequate support to this country which is so critical to the southern flank of

NATO.

- f,: ng data is not intended to 4ez 'Le th-t Japan's E ....

..... .s ctcr'=1:Sf;Zc-". What the racts do rr o t ., . ,hwe',t

*00-e a e n ... ..y wi....g ...c c c :'at. -e: '- "

* defense issue, at least to the extent that it is proper and politically

feasible for them to do so. The task for the US strategic planner then is not

to become distracted by the Japanese failure to recognize a serious threat or

* spend a significantly larger amount on military hardware. Instead., planners

" : t analytically and unenotionally consider what can realistiC?.llv e

:.............-a 'ira and critically iaport llt a lly ,hse threat D rct.. - -
*po'") al realities, and military capabilities are not identical to our own.

Several things cone readily to mind. Obviously, continuation of base

rights and operation of support facilities within Japan are essential ee..ents

. of our forward-deployed strategy in Asia. Although sane members of the

political opposition have called for their removal for many years, there

. .. * . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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appears to be no serious threat to the continued existence of these f.cili.

in the near future. Similarly, as a point of departure for p -l

exi'ansion, we would hope for the nucleus of a competent and effective JSLF.

!".ost military professionals give them extraordinarily high marks in t".Ls

regard. JSDF cadres, both enlisted and officer, are extremely com.pete-.'.,

skilled professionals. Equipment and weapons are also generally top quality,

although systems tend to be abnormally expensive due to low p-oduction rates

caused at least partially by a "no export" policy. Emphasis on improving air

defense, intelligence and maritime capabilities in recent years has paid

*mode. dividends. Clearly, the nucleus exists for a truly professional a-d

qualitatively superior force. Given the basic good health of the US-Japan

Mutual Defense Treaty (MDT), continued base rights and access to facilities,

an a str.g core of military professicnalis ithln JSDF on which to ro'y,

~ .... ". =-ear that the fundamental ud,'pL:;ns r a r.v. -'

are wr.l in placfe.

From this point of departure then, there are several areas in which we c.n

4mprove the overall effectiveness of the US-Japanese alliance and ensure that

it produces the maximum beneficial results to both sides.

To begin with, as we encourage Japan to increase her defense role, we must

en!u-e that this is done within careful, narrowly lefined pira-nete!-s which e

aco ... e to ou- other partners in the reEion. Tn aldition to the US-"-

.77, our Pacific security arrangements revolve arouLnd a rather co--plex serl s

of bilateral mutual security treaties with Korea and the Philippines, t'e

trilateral ANZUS Treaty, and perhaps to a lesser extent, the Manila Pact. The

signatories to these agreements are understandably apprehensive of a

resurgence of Japanese military power. China, Taiwan, the Philippines, and

most of the Southeast Asian countries suffered at the hands of the Japanese

8• %7
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. during World War II. The Koreans suffered longer than rc'-t, -. ": ng

thirty-six years of a particularly harsh Japanese occupation; yet t-:,y n

Korea and Japan see their own security, for better or worse, as irter,:'::ni- -3d

and mutually dependent upon each other. Even the People's Republic of C!rna

(PRC) has given indications that they would not necessarily be opposed to a

carefully constru:ted increase in JSDF capabilities. Fundamentally then, the

proper role which Japan should play in Asian security is not simply a

unilateral or even bilateral issue, but rather a multilateral one. We must be

careful to approach it as such, and work in close and continual consultations

w th our other Pacific friends and allies.

Closely related to this multilateral approach is a realistic review of the

roles and missiors which the JSDF can be expected to accomplish. Indeed,

" .to~e_ anr ,nissi-ns" has been the basic approach of the Rea an ad-,in'straticn,

-- -se to sil-.ply urging inoreased deferire .n or ansi~tin- th-nt a -

r" . .-. . of' ,,!N? be devoted to n 8 sth s r--'._, i s

clearly not appropriate or desirable for Japan to assue those roles which t,.e

IS is currently performing, which include providing the nuclear umbrella and

projection of a credible naval force throughout the Pacific and Indian

Oceans. A Japanese military force which is capable of projecting itself

the rest of Asia would be inherently destabilizing and therefore
..- t e . o. ever, certain c, ere .ent. ,i'e c le .- v

;:oropr'ate and acceptable politically both in Japan and anong her Asian

neighbors. Examples are in air defense, antisubmarine warfare, and expanded

maritine forces, although not necessarily to a "one thousand mile" lirit,

* which has always been unsound politically, and without any really valid

" military rationale. In a contingency situation, the MSDF should realistically

be able to secure the coastland and inland sea, blockade the Soya, Tsugaru,

n .... ....... .............-. ,.. .. . . .°
- .-. . . ..-...- _ ... . . ._.- * - . _-_. ._ ._ _; .- - .- : . .*. . - .- _ .- -.-.. . . . . . . .. ' L " '. l '.J --- "



*": and Tsushima straits, and assist in preventing the Soviet Pacific F. *t ':'om

e effectively operating in the Sea of Japan. None of these missions r-qu' a

"thousand mile" capability.
9

Within the "roles and missions" context we should actively encourage t e

- Japanese to review their force structure. Interservice competition for scant

resources is a fact of life in Japan as well as the US, but defense officials

must decide if the allocation of manpower and defense dollars is appropriately

distributed within JSDF in consideration of actual threat and mission

requirements. A strong case can be made that the threat of a land invasion to

Japar is less likely than either air attack or naval blockade, yet the C-3DF

presently has almost 70 percent of the authorized personnel strength of the

total JSDF and receives 37.3 percent of the defense budget as compared to 25.4

rercent for the !-SDF, and 23.7 percent for the ASDF 10 . Altho-h J .e

1 ! *.iztribution of defense ranp.er aFd budgeting reFO~r'e. a r

- s " _s rly a national -. atter which t a J e . t

* ultimately decide, they also have an implied obligation to use these resoures

in the most efficient manner. If US and Japanese capabilities can be

dovetailed, both countries' interests will be better served.

Our combined capabilities can also become more effective if we upgrade the

scale and nature of our mutual participation in joint and combined exerciC- .

' .ich hs alrealy Neen accomplished in this recard. In the pAst f-ur -. e

- Japanese participation in joint and combined exercises has gr- n

substantially. The catalyst for this expanding participation was the !c30

* RI!-AC exercise, in which Japanese maritime forces joined with naval forces

. from the US, Canada, New Zealand and Australia in combined naval maneuvers

" some 500 miles south of Hawaii. Japanese forces in the 1980 RIMPAC consisted

of numerous ASW aircraft, the anti-aircraft guided missile destroyer

,:........................................., . . .



;-.t: taze and the helicopter-carrier destroyer Hiei. Although the .-DF-

* h .d rartticpated with the US Navy in several sialler exercises, p-rici -'on

of t'is size and scope was at the time virtually unprecedented. Since R'. AC

19SO, such exe.-cises have become aLaost routine and have spread to afl ser-e .ce

branches. The GSDF and US Army, for example, have conducted large scale OXs

semni-annually in each of the past four years, and have upgraded combined

combat training activities every year since 1982. Each successive exercise

results in improved procedures, better cross-cultural understanding and a

growing and healthy respect for each country's capabilities.

-he days are long since gone when US forces were capable of "going 't

alone," yet combined planning between US forces and the JSDF is still

generally macro-level. Fundamentally then, we need to instill in our leaders

t :i 'eel, the concept of thinking in te-:s of cobhined operat'os. e

-- i Wrn~t of liaison and exchange officer. and NTsh, . .: Fr -i., C.n

*-:-er_' :--litae the p'ann'n; and cond uct opc ...

at each other's service schools, from the advanced course through the seni-r

service college level, can provide the opportunity to exchange views and

develop personal relationships that can often bridge the length of an entire

career. In this regard, it, is extremely important that our Foreign Area

Oficers (F.Cs) be thoroughly trained and properly. ssigned. Foreign langn.-e

*':Ai. eteriorate rapidly without use, e!3peciall:, "or non-nati,,e -pt?.7i' ;

t hese critical skills sho uld be cultivated and qualified linguists shoui*. be

given the opportunity for refresher training at every possible opportunity.

There are also technical means, such as computerized translating machines and

specialized wordprocessors that can be used to enhance mutual understanding

and favorably influence combined exercises and operations. There are other

opportunities which, while they may fall short of providing the extensive

117



benefits derived frcm actual combined exercises, still go a long way t',--rd

.mproving interoperability. Examnples are infornnation exchanges, runct--hal-

* area conferences, VIP visits, and such meetirgs as the Arny's annu-.1 Pac.fic

* Arny's Manage-ent Seminar (PAMS) which brings together Ar-my representatves

from over twenty Pacific countries to discuss comon problems and solutions. .

Junior officer exchanges, guest speaker programs at staff and senior. service

colleges, reciprocal visits, and increasing the numbers of exchange officers

at service schools are examples where interface with our Japanese counterparts

can be increased.

!! combined training, exercises and related activities increase, it will

eventually require an indepth and serious analysis of the organizational

relationship between US forces and their Japanese counterparts. This is not

o rrest that ra~or co'nand relationships 7nst inevit.bly be ch.u-_;

i c -,e-itlons of ultimate force :-ix, .tta&h-ents versus .. 1 -

-D_ 2on-:and and national peroratives are - :i' .--- C ....

However, as we endeavor to increase military effectiveness by developing a

closer working relationship, it is natural that improved command and control

will be desirable. We need, therefore, to examine the possibility of

establishing more centralized methods to control and maneuver forces, whether

they be Japanese or American. Binational control centers and Tactic,-l

-peVa.tions Centers (TOCs), standardized essage formats, cocn te:-- 'C

reference, timely intelligence sharing, and cc.-non basic publications (such as

military dictionaries) are sone areas in which iprovenents can be made. !oie

of these improvements surfaces the difficult and politically sensitive issues

of national control of forces, yet they are initiatives which can easily be

implemented and pay substantial operational dividends.

2112
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The ultiate upgrading of our mutual defense posture may come not r°

i-provenents in the operational effectiveness of our combined forces ho...',

but from defense technological cooperation. Increased industrial c operaton

between the two most technologically advanced countries in the worli can h-,e

significant benefits in lowering research and development costs w-.4 le

producing more "advanced" weapons systems and facilitating interoperabilit:.

In this regard, the Japanese clearly have much to offer. One expert has

stated:

Japan's advances in such fields as computer
electronics/semiconductor development, industrial robots,
sensor devices, and fiber optics have forced the United
States for one of the few times in its postwar history to
weigh the implications of becoming partially dependent on
an ally, instead of upon its own once-prodigious
military-industrial complex to obtain technology reflecting
the h- hest state-of-the-art. Accordingly, U.S. officials
are c llin for a "full two-way flew," or recip-ociti, in
U.S.-J.apanese technological cooperation.

12

- ~ t'ansfer is a two-edged sword, however, and one ,rt ci--J . .

tc" h s i'?s. Although their goverrrrment -s i.creed n pt.'z' to

technological cooperation with the US, Japanese business leaders remain

sensitive to the unnecessary controversy which might be generated if they

obtain an image as a major arms manufacturer. Also, Japanese-produced weapons

systems, such as guided missiles and tank guns, have been -subjected to ..

o- t'cis-, for a tendency toward "gold-plating," t .e. incori-orating cc-.?ni-x

t -adgetry at the expense of on-ationa! mI a-r,

standardization.1 3  Nonetheless, a carefully constricted lcng-range plan to

share military-related technology, seems to be the best and potentially tl;e

most fruitful area in which the US and Japan can bring their combined power to

bear. For these technology transfers to reach their full potential, however,

it will require mutually agreed upon objectives, expanded frameworks for

13
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exchange, additional personnel resources, and a more active management r, le '-y

DOD.

From the foregoing analysis it would appear that there are seve:l.

practical avenues available to realistically enhance JSDF capabilities z.d

mutual interoperability without directly confronting the difficult probl- s,

generated by the "one percent" or "one thousand mile" issues. Indeed, a more

successful approach may be simply to let nature take its course. There is

mounting evidence that a new realism is emerging in Japan concerning the

security problem. Historical factors, the Korean airlines 007 tragedy, and

the ::creased Soviet military buildup in Asia (to include the Pacific fleEt

and the Soviet garrison on the Kuriles Islands), have had the cumulative

effect of increasing Japanese public awareness of security issues. Pri-e

".inister !,aksone, a forier head of the Japanese Defense Agency, is con '.derc-d

to se 7ene-ally symrpathetic toward 'ncreased nilltary expend'.t.: p.j

^'~:zerati n .with the United States. The ft..e trenl ten is : t

stated by James Westwood, a defense analyst:

The next ten years...are likely to witness changes in
Japan's defense posture that will be in stark contrast with
the picture of...past years. Those projected capabilities,

if fulfilled, would present the Soviet Union with a
substantially altered strategic scenario in East Asia.

14

This does not mean, however, that the US should now sinply discontinue t'.e

pressure on Japan to "do more." It does, however, indicate th=at this " e

should perhaps be more closely defined as to its specific objectives, and :t"

should be more carefully coordinated at all levels and among all depart"en' s

of the goverrment, to include State, DOD, and the senior White House and

Congressional leadership. It is essential that our efforts not be overly

forceful and public, but rather tactful, diplomatic, and private. There is

substantial evidence that this type of approach has been more rewarding in

14
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prcrctlng international hwian rights than the public confrontat"ions .: : d;

it also see -,s the appropriate approach to the defense debate. An a E-. .:e,

hflly!ng approach may also ultimately have the reverse effect for wh 'h i" is

intended. Sich an approach could strengthen the anti-nilitary an.d c' :er

cpposition groups in Japan and cause the LDP unneeded political prob.cas. In

the final analysis, we must understand that for Japan to make a truly

important contribution to the peace and security of Asia, the impetus must

come from the Japanese themselves, not as simple surrogates for US policy in

the area. Put another way:

...we should not preach or proclaim so loudly our vish to
see a Japanese shift toward greater defense expenditures
and responsibilities. It is up to Japan's leadership to
educate and persuade the Japanese voter. They must find
Japanese reasons, adduce factors that make Japanese
de7rrstic sense. Otherwise wheels will continue to spin,
a-1 nisu'derrstan.irngs will be ", in the
'!. .-Japane-e relaticnship.15

-C ,:. - e it is evident that the Aia-?ceic ar.ea will cm,ir,'e to

..-...- p ...... to the US in the Fis n arid t-' .A

security within the area will be a continuing concern of US policymakers. The

role which Japan can play is extremely critical, yet at tines we tend to

* approach the problem by encouraging the Japanese to simply spend more money on

defense.

A better approach may be to continue s-ubtle btA steady pressure cn e

..... e to increase defense spenling and upgrade tneir force wl"7e

ecphasizing a r.oles and mission approach. There are also immediate bt:t

significant steps which can be taken in the areas of increased combined

training, exercises, and personnel exchanges. Technological cooperation,

particularly in the military-related field, will ultimately pay the highest

rewards. Increases in Japanese military capabilities must be addressed within 7

15



a multilateral context which includes the rest of our Asian allies, -,:ho !. ye

an obvious and valid interest. It is only by working together with all the

nations of the area that the US-Japan alliance will reach the full potent[il

for which it is clearly capable.

16
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FOOTNOTES

1. 11S State Department, Asia-Pacific and the Future, p. 1.

2. 1id.

U3 C-erce Depart'nent, Foreign Economic Trends and Their irolie- t' cns f r
the 7nitei States (Korea Edition), July, 1984, p. 2. The 19E4 'r
are protected based on data provided by US Ehbassy Seoul, the Bank of
Korea, and the Republic of Korea Economic Planning Board and Ministry of
Finance.

4. US State Department, p. 1. Also see Mike Mansfield, No Country More
Important, especially Chapter 2, pp. 19-34.

5. Article IX, Japanese Constitution, as cited in Research Institute for
Peace and Secur.ty, Asian Security 1981, p. 145.

C. E-7bassy of Japan, A Story of Four Decades, p. 4.

7. Ibid, pp. 4-5.

8. Robert F. Reed, The US-Japan Alliance: Sharing the Burden of Defense,
n.

. e:-ilent a',al's-s cf Variti-.e Self-7efense Force capabilities and
~ ~-W 7-c -ckno and Sa~iao S-erio's -- tile "lhe 'ruied '' '"S'-~ "s>i-.-?a2ifc -e~Kin, "Pacific De-e,-se :eDirter, ,,arc °3.1

10. Japan Defense Agency, Defense of Japan, p. 15. The Defense Facilities
Administration Agency and "others" receive the remaining 13.6% of the
Japanese defense budget.

11. Jxnes H. Buck, "Japan's Defense Policy," Armed Forces and Society, p. 93.

12. William T. Tow, "US-Japan Military Technology Transfers: Collaboration
or Conflict?" Journal of Northeast Asian Studies, p. 4. •

-" .-- -- "'"^od "Jazan and Soviet Pcc-T tIn Pacific," Stra. r "
-

Pe'.--ew, p. '34. " -

15. Horace Z. Feldman, "The US, Japan and the Tricky Terrain of Defense,"

Strategic Review, p. 38.
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